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cation to be one that discriminated denominations along a continuum from fundamentalism to liberalism (or in similar schemes with different labels from the orthodox, conservative, or Evangelical to the secular, moder, or humanistic). It is hard to place a rigorous definition on the poles of the continuum (and even harder to so label the way stations), because there is enough particularism among denominations and conflict over the use and meanings of terms that it is difficult to tailor a set of criteria that are exact and easily quantifiable. Nevertheless, it is possible to outline the main issues that separate fundamentalist and liberal theologies and to array denomination along such a continuum.
At one end we find the Fundamentalists, a movement of conservative or traditionalist Protestant denominations that grew largely out of the Holiness and Pentecostal movements (and later denominations) of the nineteenth century. The movement was formed in the early 20th century as a reaction to what was seen as the secularization and modernization of religious beliefs and practices within many mainstream and established Protestant denominations. Its keys beliefs were first articulated in a series of pamphlets called The Fundamentals (1909) . In addition to their opposition to the growth of secular influence in society, the Fundamentalists are distinguished by belief in 1) the inerrancy of the Bible (or more technically in the verbal, plenary inspiration of the Bible), 2) personal salvation by accepting Christ as their Saviour in what is often called the born-again experience, 3) the personal, premillenial imminent return of Christ, 4) an evangelical or revivalist desire to reach out to save and convert others, and 5) acceptance of most traditional Protestant beliefs such as in Trinity, the Virgin birth, and the existence of angels and devils. The position of liberal denominations is perhaps less clear than that of the Fundamentalists, but tends to 1) emphasize concerns about the nature and operation of this world more than salvation in the next which leads to support for social action and progressive reform, 2) accept secular change and science as probably worthwhile and at least not as anti-religious, 3) have little faith in the literal message of the Bible and particularly in Biblical miracles which are seen as either questionable as historical facts or metaphorical in nature, and 4) be nonadventist. The large group of moderates between the two poles tends of course to reflect varying elements of both the polar groups. They tend for example to reject the extreme inerrancy and anti-science leanings of the Fundamentalists while sharing with them many other traditional Christian beliefs. Likewise, they tend to share the liberal acceptance of modernization and some of their leanings toward humanitarian reform, but share less of the deism or even agnosticism that pervades some liberal faiths.
Categorizing Along the Fundamentalist-Liberal Continuum
To categorize denominations along Fundamentalist-Liberal continuum, we used five different techniques: 1) utilization of prior classifications schemes, 2) membership in theologically oriented ecumenical associations, 3) surveys of denominational members, 4) surveys of denominational clergy, and 5) theological beliefs of denominations. In developing our classification scheme we have tried both to create a general scheme for classifying denominations for analysts who may not wish to devise their own scheme and also compile enough raw information so other analysts can make informed choices about how to categorize denominations. Tables 1 and 2 .1 (Denominations are presented in two tables to correspond to the way religion is coded into discrete variables on the General Social Survey (GSS), see Appendix 1 for details on the way religion is measured on the GSS.) They differ greatly on coverage, categories, and terminology. Some schemes cover only a few denominations while others cover over 75. Tables 1 and 2 as Orthodox, Conservative, Neo-Fundamentalist, Evangelical, Pentecostal/Evangelical, and Sects. Despite these wide differences in the mechanics of the sundry schemes, there is actually a great deal of agreement about the placement of the large majority of denominations.
Numerous scholars have developed schemes to classify individual denominations along the Fundamentalist-Liberal continuum. These schemes are presented in
The second technique for classifying denominations examined what inter-church association they are affiliated with. The right most columns in Tables 1 and 2 indicate whether the denominations are affiliated with the moderate-to-liberal National Council of the Churches of Christ or one of the three Fundamentalist bodies (the National Evangelical Association, the Pentecostal Federation of North America, and the Christian Holiness Association). While many denominations do not belong to any of these bodies, the measure does clearly distinguish between denominations since no church belongs to both the NCCC and to any of the Fundamentalist associations.
The third technique was to study the beliefs of denominational members. Tables  3 through 5 show the beliefs of various denominational members on an orthodoxy/ traditional belief scale and to two theological items (Bible inerrancy and being born again) that are central to Fundamentalism. The advantage of these scales is that they quantify a denomination's position. Most denominations however do not appear in any of these tables either because too few people from a particular denomination appeared in the survey sample (we reported figures for as few as ten cases) or because the denomination was not separately coded in the survey. In addition, because of the often very small sample sizes, the figures for many denominations are highly variable.
The fourth technique is similar to the third except that it involves a sample of clergy rather than a sample of laity. As in the case of the surveys of members the advantage is the objective criteria and the quantification, but we are aware of only one major interdenominational example and only a half dozen denominations are covered (Hadden, 1969) .
The last technique was to determine the theological orientation of denominations in the standard reference works (Jacquet, 1980; Mead, 1970; Melton, 1978 Melton, , 1985 Barrett, 1982) . This approach is the most comprehensive since more denominations are covered in these sources than in any of the other approaches, but it is often difficult to determine the current Fundamentalist-Liberal leaning of denominations based on short descriptions that tend to emphasize the denominational history of the church and the theological points that originally distinguished them from other faiths, but which are often not related to the contemporary Fundamentalist-Liberal 
Notes to Table 1 Wood As we have seen each of the five techniques that we have utilized has particular strengths and weaknesses. In addition, certain problems are common to all approaches. It is difficult to find information on many of the smaller denominations. For 8 of the 154 denominations coded on the GSS, no information was locatable and for one insufficient information was available for even a leaning to be determined. (We have tried to maximize the number of classified denominations by assigning all denominations for which even minimal amount of information indicated a tentative orientation.) A second problem is confusion between denominations. Many denominations with decidedly different theological orientations have highly similar and occasionally even identical names.2 Such confusion not only makes it difficult to determine which denomination is being referred to in the various sources discussed above, but also, as we shall see, probably contributes to respondent and interviewer confusion about how to code respondents on surveys. Problems of obscurity and confusion as well as other problems combine to make it impossible to place 20 out of 154 religions (or religious groupings) on the GSS. (While these represent 13.0 percent of the coded denominations, they amount to only 0.4 percent of all respondents.) For eight of these, no information was obtainable from any source. Six denominations could not be distinguished from denominations with similar names, four were non/ : Another problem in deciding where a denomination falls is whether evaluations of its place are being made across all denominations or only within its denominational family. Several denominations have gained reputations as being liberal or fundamentalist from being compared to their sister denominations when in fact on an absolute scale they may not be either particularly "liberal" or "fundamentalist" (Hadaway, 1978) . As Figure 1 shows, for example, the Lutheran Church, Missouri Synod is significantly more fundamentalist on Bible inerrancy than the rest of the Lutherans, but compared to all denominations they fall near the Fundamentalist/ Moderate dividing line. The final problem was how to put together the various criteria into one scheme. As noted above, the problem was not as difficult as one might have feared since agreement, especially within technique, tended to be very high. The first step was to assign a tentative classification as fundamentalist, moderate, or nonfundamentalist on the basis of the consensus among prior classifications and group affiliation. Denominations that could be identified as nonfundamentalist, but for which there was inadequate information to delineate as moderate or liberal were left in the nonfundamentalist or liberal category. For the few churches with conflicting assignments, the denominations were examined in the standard references sources and in every case the assignment with the preponderance of votes was agreed to after evaluating information on the history and beliefs of the denomination. For those denominations that were not rated by two or more prior schemes, the assignment was made on the basis of their historical and theological orientation. We then checked these classifications with those from the surveys of members and clergy. Four notable disagreements appeared. First, while prior classification schemes consistently treat the American Baptist Churches in the USA as a liberal to moderate church compared to the Southern Baptist Convention, it came out as more Fundamentalist than the Southern Baptists on the key Bible inerrancy question. Similarly, while the consensus is that the Southern Presbyterians are more Fundamentalist than the Northern Presbyterians (i.e. United Presbyterian) or at least equally moderate, the Southern Presbyterians came out as much more liberal on Bible inerrancy than the Northern Presbyterians. Relatively small sample sizes probably contribute to these unexpected reversals, but in both cases we suspect that a large part of the problem came from confusion between churches with similar 
Southern Presbyterians, called the Presbyterian Church in the United

Classification Prior to 1984
On the GSS prior to 1984 the major Protestant denominations were not delineated into their major subdivisions (Baptists, Lutherans, Methodist, Presbyterians). One can handle the broad denominational umbrellas as entities and either place them in their most appropriate category or treat each as separate categories. Alternatively, one can attempt to approximate denominational subdivisions by using other variables. The most common procedure has been to breakdown Baptists into Southern and non-Southern groups to better distinguish the Southern Baptist from the American Baptist Churches (Simpson 1985a (Simpson , 1985b Smith, 1984a; Gill, 1982; Hadaway, 1978 and Jelen, 1984) . Unfortunately, while region does discriminate between these denominations, the degree of segregation is only moderate. In the 1984-1986 GSS, we find that 77.5 percent of Southern Baptists lived in the South as did 40 percent of the American Baptists. However, since there are many more Southern Baptists than American Baptists, they outnumbered the former by 4:1 even outside the South. Similar, but even weaker, regional divisions occur among the Presbyterians.
One can either sub-divide the Baptists (or Presbyterians) by region (South vs. Non-South) to approximate denominational distinctions and thereby place some of the regional variation within the constructed denominations or control for region and in effect, place some of the denominational variation within region. Both are partial but crude solutions to the problem of overly broad denominational classifications prior to 1984 (McIntoch, Alston, and Alston, 1979).
Another denominational distinction that is hidden by the pre-1984 classifications is that between white and black denominations (mainly Baptists and Methodists). Most prior investigators have not dealt with the problems directly, but some have used race as well as region to isolate black denominations (Gill, 1982) . Unfortunately, as in the case of region, racial segregation is not so sharp to allow the neat separation of denominations. In the 1984-1986 GSS, all members of the two black African Methodist churches were black, but as many blacks were in the inter-racial United Methodists as were in the African Methodists. Similar overlaps occur among the Baptists. As with region, quasi-denominational constructions using race would only crudely distinguish denominations. Whether denominations are constructed from race or race is used as a separate control depend on where the analyst wants to place the error.
Of course, if the broad denominational families delineated prior to 1984 were theologically and socially cohesive then one could simply accept these crude categorizations. Figure 1 shows however that within denominational variation on Biblical inerrancy is often extremely large and prior research (Smith, 1984b) has shown that the denominational refinements notably increase the explanatory power of religion. It is thus analytically desirable to have the more refined categories used since 1984.
Despite the admitted difficulties and imperfections, the categorization of denominations along the fundamentalism/liberal scale works quite well. Both when applied to Protestant denominations on the OTHER variable and when applied to all denominations (from RELIG, DENOM and OTHER) the fundamentalism/liberalism scale is a strong predictor of various religious, social, and political variables. The first column of etas in Table 6 shows the association of our three category fundamentalism/liberalism classification with standard religion items such as attendance, Bible inerrancy, immortality, and school prayer, with the type of social issues emphasized by Moral Majority and other groups of the New Christian Right such as sexual morality, abortion, and sex education, and with various other political issues such as evaluations of Communism as a form of government, free speech for atheists, and confidence in the scientific community. In each case fundamentalism/liberalism is a significant predictor of the attitude or behavior. Moreover, as Table 7 shows, the predictive power of religious ideology is not explained by cultural orientation (region and community type), age, educational level, or political ideology. We looked at two religious variables (church attendance and Bible inerrancy), two social/moral variables (abortions for poor and homosexuality) and one general political item (evaluation of Communism) and found that fundamentalism/liberalism is the single strongest predictor of each variables except for Communism where it was narrowly edged out by political ideology. In brief, despite the problems of classification examined earlier in this paper, fundamentalism/liberalism is a powerful predictor variable.
In addition, the predictive power of religion is even higher when the larger denominations are retained as distinct categories and only the smaller denominations are consigned to the three fundamentalism/liberalism categories (Table 6 ). The retention of the larger denominations as distinct categories permits detailed analysis of particular faiths, makes the religion variable a better overall predictor, and avoids forcing some groups (in particular the Mormons) into ill-fitting categories. In addition, most previous religion analysts have preserved major denominations as distinct groups. For these reasons it would generally be desirable to separately distinguish as many denominations as are practicable (Table 6 , note b).
Conclusion
Despite the analytic difficulties of working with religion, the labor is amply rewarded by the explanatory gains that emerge when religion is used in research. As a key indicator of cultural origin and orientation, religion is a strong predictor of not only of matters of faith, but also of such diverse moral, social, and political issues as abortion, sex roles, education (prayer in schools, creationism, government support for parochial schooling), contraception and sexual permissiveness, and anti-Communism-to name only a few. Just how religion is employed will of course depend on the theoretical and quantitative approaches that a researcher utilizes. Most frequently, however, researchers will probably want to use some type of fundamentalism/liberal categorization and both the suggested classification proposed within and the material gathered from other classifications and surveys should help to assist the researcher in that task.
APPENDIX 1: Denominational Variables on the General Social Survey
The GSS asks respondents about their current religious preference, the religion they were raised in, the current religion of their spouse, and what religion their spouse was raised in. This report discusses and is based on only the current religion of respondents. But since the variables and codes are similar for all four sets of questions on religious preference findings and classifications developed within can be applied to the religions of spouses and to respondents' religion of origin. The religious preference data are collected by a two part question. It first asks whether a person's "religious preference" is "Protestant, Catholic, Jewish, some other religion, or no religion." "Protestant" includes any post-Reformation Christian church, "Catholic" include only the Roman Catholic Church (Latin Rite), "Jewish" includes all branches of Judaism, and "Other" includes all others mentions. For Protestants, a follow-up question on "specific denomination" is asked.
Response are coded into one of three variables. Major religions from the first question are coded in the variable RELIG. Major Protestant denominations that are precoded in the variable DENOM. Unlisted Protestant denominations are coded "60" on DENOM and are also coded in more detail on the variable OTHER.
The major religion variable (RELIG) has not changed over the time in either how it is collected or coded. For DENOM a major change was made in 1984 when the number of categories was expanded from seven (Baptist, Methodist, Lutheran, Presbyterian, Episcopal, Other, and Inter-or Non-denominational) to 25 categories (Davis and Smith, 1986) . By collapsing into the general denominational families 
